Message

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Thank

LEE, LILY [LEE.LILY@EPA.GOV]

7/2/2018 2:33:56 PM

Lane, Jackie [Lane.Jackie@epa.gov]; Yogi, David [Yogi.David@epa.gov]; Fairbanks, Brianna
[Fairbanks.Brianna@epa.gov]; Harris-Bishop, Rusty [Harris-Bishop.Rusty@epa.gov]; Calvino, Maria Soledad
[Calvino.Maria@epa.gov]; Maier, Brent [Maier.Brent@epa.gov]

Fwd: PEER Press Release: Navy Sprinkles Pixie Dust Across Hunters Point

you Brent-

I’m forward in to Jackie David and others
Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Maier, Brent" <Maier.Brent@epa.gov>

Date: July 2, 2018 at 10:14:03 AM EDT

To: "LEE, LILY" <LEE.LILY@EPA.GOV>, "Chesnutt, John" <Chesnutt.John@epa.gov>,
"Herrera, Angeles" <Herrera. Angeles@epa.gov>, "Lyons, John" <Lyons. John@epa.gov>,
"Manzanilla, Enrique" <Manzanilla. Enrique@epa.gov>

Ce: "Huitric, Michele" <Huitric. Michele@epa.gov>, "Zito, Kelly"
<ZITO.KELLY@EPA.GOV>, "Glenn, Willlam" <Glenn. William@epa.gov>

Subject: PEER Press Release: Navy Sprinkles Pixie Dust Across Hunters Point

PROTECTING EMPLOYEES WHO
PROTECT OUR ENVIRONMENT

For Immediate Release: Monday, July 2, 2018

Contact: Kirsten Stade (240) 247-0296
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NAVY SPRINKLES PIXIE DUST ACROSS HUNTERS POINT

Bizarre Retesting Plan Claims 80% of Contaminated Soil Samples Are Clean

Washington, DC — The U.S. Navy has unveiled a retesting plan for the troubled Hunters Point Shipyard Superfund cle
that rests on the mind-boggling assumption that the site is too clean. The plan raises the disturbing possibility that the T
is playing methodological games to dodge its cleanup responsibilities, according to Public Employees for Environment

Responsibility (PEER).

The Navy’s “Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work Plan” unveiled this June for public comment concerns a major p
of the overall site where both the Navy and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency have confirmed widespread

fabrication and data manipulation of soil sampling to nmunimize the extent of radiological contamination.

Yet, the plan’s Executive Summary contains the following stunning statements:

“This [measurement] method was known by stakeholders at the time to be biased high. A large amount of soil
{estimated 80%) was likely mischaracterized to be contaminated.. Soil that was considered contaminated could |

been attributable to naturally occurring radioactivity or anthropogenic fallout.”

In the wake of revelations that its contractor had falsified large numbers of measurements to assert soil was clean wher
was contaminated, the Navy now claims that it has secretly known since 2011 that in fact the opposite is true and that ¢
of the soil at Hunters Point was not radiologically contaminated at all. Yet, the Navy does not explain why, if true, it

continued this cleanup for years. Nor does it identify the “stakeholders” who were privy to this supposed knowledge fo

this time.

“The premise of the Navy's new plan is that it has spent more than quarter-billion taxpayer dollars on a phantom probl
stated PEER Executive Director Jeff Ruch. “Further, the Navy kept spending money for years after it supposedly knew

cleanup was a waste of money.”

To “prove” its new assertion that contamination was in fact due to naturally occurring “background™ radioactivity, the

Navy’s plan on page 27 states:
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“therefore, RBA [reference background area] samples and measurements will be collected and evaluated to prov
generally representative data sets estimating natural background and fallout levels of man-made radionuclides fo

majority of soils at HPNS.”

The plan, however, proposes to take “background” samples from the midst of the contaminated parcel and from one of
contaminated buildings. In other words, the Navy is going to check for background radiation in soil and structures tha

might already be much more than naturally contaminated.

“How can the public be confident in a plan premised on such extraordinary wishful thinking?” asked Ruch, noting that
Derek Robinson, the Navy’s environmental coordinator for the shipyard, has said about the new retesting plan: “We w:

the public to be confident in this.”

Even more confusing, the Executive Summary concludes:

“A determination as to whether contamination exists at the site cannot be made until additional data are collectec
analvzed and compared to RGs [remediation goals] and background concentrations. .. Allegations of previous sar
collection fraud, improper sample and document custody/controls, and data manipulation could indicate that

contamination was potentially left at the site.”

“It is disquieting that at this late date, the Navy admits that it has no idea what 1s going at Hunters Point,” Ruch conclus
“Given that this massive cleanup 18 lost at sea, perhaps it is time for EPA to step in and relieve the Navy of this waywa
command.”

Hith

Read the Navy’'s Executive Swmamary

View the full Parcel G retesting plan

Look where the Navy will sample for backeround vadiation

Revisit the unfoldme mess compoeunding problems at Hunters Point
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Brent Mader

Congressional Liaison

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region IX

75 Hawthorne St. (OPA-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105

Ph: 415.947 4256

Mobile: 415.760.9170
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